Application No. 10/684,351 

February 27, 2007 Reply To Advisory Action 

REMARKS 

Summary of Advisory Action 

Claims 1-30 and 34-75 were pending in this application. 

After consideration of applicants' January 9, 2007 Reply To Final Office Action, 
the Examiner maintained the following status of the claims and refused to enter applicant's 
proposed claim amendments. 

Claims 26-30 and 34-50 are allowed. 

Claims 8, 11-18, 58, and 61-68 are objected to for being dependent upon a 
rejected base claim, but indicated that these claims would be allowable if rewritten in 
independent form including all the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Claims 1, 4, 5, and 19-25 stand finally rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Cotrel U.S. Patent No. 5,601,552 (hereinafter "Cotrel"). Dependent claims 2 
and 3 stand finally rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious from Cotrel in view of 
Ashman et al. U.S. Patent No. 5,209,752 (hereinafter "Ashman"). Dependent claims 6, 7, 9, 
and 10 stand finally rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious from Cotrel in view of 
Van Hoeck et al. U.S. Patent No. 5,423,818 (hereinafter "Van Hoeck"). 

Claims 51, 54-57, 59, 60, and 69-75 stand finally rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as being obvious from Cotrel in view of Van Hoeck. Dependent claims 52 and 53 stand 
finally rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious from Cotrel in view of Van Hoeck 
and further in view of Ashman. 
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Summary of Applicants' Reply 

Applicants have proposed amending objected- to claim 1 1 to include the 
limitations of independent claim 1 and intervening claim 6, and have proposed amending 
independent claim 1 to include the limitations of objected-to claim 8 and intervening claims 6 
and 7. Applicants have accordingly proposed canceling claims 6-8 and amending claim 9 to 
depend from claim 1 instead of claim 8. 

Claims 51-75 have also been proposed for cancellation, because their limitations 
are found in claims 26-50. 

And lastly, applicants have proposed amending dependent claims 21, 22, 24, 25, 
46, 47, 49, and 50 to correct minor informalities and typos not affecting the patentability of those 
claims. 

No new matter has been added. 

Reconsideration of this application in view of the proposed amendments and 
following remarks is respectfully requested. 

Showing of Good and Sufficient Reasons 
Under 37 C.F.R. § 1.116(b)(3) 

Applicants request amendment of this application, even though a final rejection 

has been issued. The proposed amendments should place the application in condition for 

allowance and, therefore, no additional search or consideration should be required. Accordingly, 

applicants respectfully request entry of the proposed amendments and consideration of the 

following remarks. 
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Rejections of Claims 1-7. 9. 10. and 19-25 Under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) and § 103(a) 

Claims 1, 4, 5, and 19-25 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Cotrel. Dependent claims 2 and 3 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being obvious from Cotrel in view of Ashman. And dependent claims 6, 7, 9, and 10 were 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious from Cotrel in view of Van Hoeck. 
These rejections are respectfully traversed. 

Independent claim 1, amended as proposed, includes the limitations of claims 6-8, 
which have been accordingly canceled, as proposed. The Examiner indicated that claim 8 would 
be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim 
(i.e., claim 1) and any intervening claims (i.e., claims 6 and 7). 

Independent claim 1, amended as proposed, should therefore now be allowable 
and dependent claims 2-5, 9, 10, and 19-25, which depend directly or indirectly from claim 1, 
should also now be allowable (i.e., dependent claims are allowable if their independent claim is 
allowable). 

Accordingly, applicants respectfully request that the rejections of claims 1-5, 9, 
10, and 19-25 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) and § 103(a) be withdrawn. 

Rejections of Claims 51-57. 59. 60. and 69-75 Under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

The Examiner rejected claims 51, 54-57, 59, 60, and 69-75 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as being obvious from Cotrel in view of Van Hoeck. Dependent claims 52 and 53 were 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious from Cotrel in view of Van Hoeck and 
further in view of Ashman 
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Applicants have proposed canceling claims 51, 54-57, 59, 60, and 69-75, 
rendering moot their rejections. 

Objections to Claims 8, 11-18. 58. and 61-68 

Claims 8, 11-18, 58, and 61-68 were objected to for being dependent upon a 
rejected base claim, but were indicated to be allowable if rewritten in independent form 
including all the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

These objections are respectfully traversed. 

The limitations of claim 8 (along with those of intervening claims 6 and 7) have 
been incorporated into independent claim 1, amended as proposed, and claim 8 has been 
canceled, as proposed. 

Claim 1 1 has been amended, as proposed, to include the limitations of 
independent claim 1 and intervening claim 6 and thus should now be allowable. 

Dependent claims 12-18, which depend directly or indirectly from claim 11, 
should now also be allowable (i.e., dependent claims are allowable if their independent claim is 
allowable). 

Claims 58 and 61-68 have been canceled, as proposed, rendering moot their 

objections. 

Accordingly, applicants respectfully request that the objections to claims 11-18 be 

withdrawn. 
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Conclusion 

The foregoing demonstrates that claims 1-5, 9-30, and 34-50 are allowable. This 
application is therefore in condition for allowance. Reconsideration, entry of the proposed 
amendments, and allowance are accordingly respectfully requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Garry J. Tuma 
Registration No. 40,210 
Attorney for Applicants 

JONES DAY 
Customer No. 51832 
222 East 41st Street 
New York, New York 10017 
(212) 326-3939 
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